October 15, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

When we purchased our home at 4218 Boyar Ave. in 1964, | believe the Long Beach
Airport was being maintained by Douglas Aircraft Fire Dept. The major use of the airport
was by Douglas Aircraft.

Sometime later, the runway was extended to accomodate larger Douglas Aircraft planes.
We were assured this was not for the purpose of commercial expansion.

In the early 1970’s, the voters of Long Beach decided by ballot to not expand the airport.
Based on this vote, we decided to add to the size of our home as opposed o relocating.
As we all know, commercial expansion has increased steadily over the years and with it the
noise levels of take-offs and landings, jet fuel pollution, traffic increases in addition to stress
and heaith issues which affect me personally,

Two other issues have been impacted by the growing expansion: property values are
dramatically affected along with the overall quality of life.

We must have a cumulative impact study undertaken. And as residents afftected by airport
decisions, we demand it.

Sincerely,

Charles and Dee Pattersor

At ¢ L0057



October 15, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

When we purchased our home at 4218 Boyar Ave. in 1964, | believe the Long Beach
Airport was being maintained by Douglas Aircraft Fire Dept. The major use of the airport
was by Douglas Aircraft.

Sometime later, the runway was extended to accomodate larger Douglas Aircraft planes.
We were assured this was not for the purpose of commercial expansion.

In the early 1970’s, the voters of Long Beach decided by ballot to not expand the airport.

Based on this vote, we decided to add to the size of our home as opposed to relocating.
As we all know, commercial expansion has increased steadily over the years and with it the
noise levels of take-offs and landings, jet fuel poliution, traffic increases in addition to stress
and health issues which affect me personally,

Two other issues have been impacted by the growing expansion: property values are
dramatically affected along with the overall quality of life.

We must have a cumulative impact study undertaken. And as residents afftected by airport
decisions, we demand i.

Sincerely,




Susan Plichta
4217 Boyar Avenue, Long Beach California 90807

October 16, 2003

Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard

l.ong Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I am writing this letter because my family and | are strenuously opposed to any expansion
of the Long Beach Airport.

The growth of the airport and the dramatic rise in the number of flights since | purchased this
home in 1979, has been increasingly disruptive to my family life.

My daughter, who recently graduated from nursing school, works from 11 pm untit 7 am.
Her sleep is interrupted every day from current airport traffic (which has increased four-fold
over the past year). This disruption of her rest causes her daily stress and will eventually
negatively impact her health. If airport expansion is allowed to go forward, there will be
further disruption of her sleep impacting even further her heatth as well as the safety and
well-being of the patients for whom she cares.

My son, also a relatively recent graduate, works from a home office and finds it extremely
difficult to conduct the telephone conferences his business requires while competing with the
increasing noise of jet engines. He feels this disturbance has greatly affected the quality and
quantity of his work over the past year.

I am retired with a disability resulting from cancer surgery. | also suffer from allergies. The filth
and pollution caused by airport traffic is not helpful to my immune system or overall health.

As citizens of Long Beach directly and negatively affected by the airport, we demand
COMMUNITY SPECIFIC data refating to the environmental impact of any proposed
airport expansion. How will expansion affect ground water, air quality, quality of life,
property values, noise pollution, etc. We have a right and a NEED TO KNOW how our
lives will be interrupted by growth of the Long Beach Airport.

Sincerely,

Susan Plichta
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Subj:  Airport environmental impact report needs to include:
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2003 6:07:47 PM

From: Handsome knight

To: airporteir@longbeach.gov =~

Angela Reynolds QOctober 15, 2003

Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Bivd. 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

As regards the expansion of facilities at Long Beach Airport to accomodate the 41 flights approximate
that have, mostly in the last year, begun flying out of Long Beach Airport, |

am against the expansion. The obvious reason is that it is already having a negative impact

on my family which lives in a nice house my family built 40 years ago after my father finished his
stint as a navy officer stationed here. At the time, and while | was growing up, this area was much
less impacted by noise from aircraft of all types as well as vehicular traffic noise from freeways and
surface streets. The flight path for jets is currently about one and one-half miles from our house.
Major surface streets running near our house and also near the airport include Lakewood Boulevard.

To focus, in the environmental impact report, on issues that are incidental to the quality of life
resulting from airport facility enlargement, while purposely ignoring the obvious negative blows
that the flights are having on noise-impacted residents in many neighborhoods is criminal.

It is like assessing the impact of the manufacture of guns on the acres surrounding a factory without
looking at the environmental impacts on the human species which are being harmed with those guns.

There is no acceptable noise limit..... we should be working to eliminate the use of the airport by
an estimated 3.9 million passengers (up 300% this year) when there are only 450,000 residents,
or so, living here. Are we to be a toxic dumping ground for air passengers from surrounding cities?

The best way to reduce the number of flights overhead is to stop bending over backwards to
accomnodate the persons that want to use our airspace. Obviously, if all 450,000 residents

took to the skies in various aircraft daily there would be chaos. So why should a few corporate
entities which are not even human residents be allowed to ruin the quiet enjoyment and relaxation
which is the way most Long Beach residents normally enjoy this great natural resource, the sky,
without harming or bothering anyone. Rest, enjoyment and relaxation are things things that
enhance life and longevity for residents.... clean skies ,quiet except for the joyful sounds of birds,
is just an expected commodity like water in an aquarium is for fish. This quiet daily enjoyment is
the way the overwhelming number of residents enjoy and rely on our shared sky.

Please work to save our peace and tranquility, our enjoyment of what we have taken for granted,
the sanctity of our homes as a place of quiet, rejuventation for our bodies and souls in an
environment that has come to be all about the money.

Sincerely,

V%
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Jeff Huso
5310 Las Lomas Street
Long Beach, CA 20815
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October 16, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Long Beach Airport
Dear Ms. Reynolds:

My husband and I live on Boyar Ave. in Long Beach. We are in the departure path of the planes
taking off at the Long Beach Airport. Our personal life and my business work have been
interrupted by the growth at the Long Beach Airport.

Both my husband and I have very busy schedules and must arise early every moming. We retire
fairty early in the evening because of this. We usually retire between 9:00-10:00pm. Over the
past year we have been awakened frequently, shortly after we have gone to sleep due to aircraft
taking off. It takes awhile to get back to sleep and has disrupted our sleep patterns and the rest
that we should be getting. .

Additionally, over the past year, my husband has developed severe respiratory problems. He has
had to purchase a breathing machine and is under the care of a pulmonary specialist for constant
breathing related problems. Over this past year he was even hospitalized for one week because
he was not abie to breath. Due to his breathing problem he has had to limit much of his physical
activity. He has diverted his attention to watching many TV programs because it does not require
physical effort. The increase in air traffic frequently disrupts his ability to enjoy a television
program.

1 also work out of my home two or three days a week. My work is done on the computer and the
phone. Iam constantly on the phone helping workers and clients with problems. I frequently
have to ask callers to hold because I cannot hear to transact business. Over the past year this has
increased quite a bit. This has reduced my productivity and has contributed to additional anxiety
in completing my tasks for the day.

We would like to demand a community specific study and not the standardized data associated
with most communities. Long Beach does not fit a standard study because we do not have an
average environment here. We are impacted by air quality from our port, refineries, the
surrounding freeways and the current airport activity. We need a cumulative impact study that
includes the current condition of the ground water, volatile organic compounds and fuels. Any
study should include methane testing along the airport perimeters. Any additional expansion of
the Long Beach Airport would adversely affect our lives, health and property.

Sincerely,

Sl &@fm@@ Ruasedl

Barbara and James Russell
4211 Boyar Ave.
Long Beach, CA 90807



October 16, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Long Beach Airport
Dear Ms. Reynolds:

My husband and I live on Boyar Ave. in Long Beach. We are in the departure path of the planes
taking off at the Long Beach Airport. Our personal life and my business work have been
interrupted by the growth at the Long Beach Airport.

Both my husband and I have very busy schedules and must arise early every moming. We retire
fairly early in the evening because of this. We usually retire between 9:00-10:00pm. Over the
past year we have been awakened frequently, shortly after we have gone to sleep due to aircraft
taking off. It takes awhile to get back to sleep and has disrupted our sleep patterns and the rest
that we should be getting.

Additionally, over the past year, my husband has developed severe respiratory problems. He has
had to purchase a breathing machine and is under the care of a pulmonary specialist for constant
breathing related problems. Over this past year he was even hospitalized for one week because
he was not able to breath. Due to his breathing problem he has had to limit much of his physical
activity. He has diverted his atiention to watching many TV programs because it does not require
physical effort. The increase in air traffic frequently disrupts his ability to enjoy a television
program.

I also work out of my home two or three days a week. My work is done on the computer and the
phone. Iam constantly on the phone helping workers and clients with problems. I frequently
have to ask callers to hold because I cannot hear to transact business. Over the past year this has
increased quite a bit. This has reduced my productivity and has contributed to additional anxiety
in completing my tasks for the day.

We would like to demand a community specific study and not the standardized data associated
with most communities. Long Beach does not fit a standard study because we do not have an
average environment here. We are impacted by air quality from our port, refineries, the
surrounding freeways and the current airport activity. We need a cumulative impact study that
includes the current condition of the ground water, volatile organic compounds and fuels. Any
study should include methane testing along the airport perimeters, Any additional expansion of
the Long Beach Airport would adversely affect our lives, health and property.

Sincerely,

4211 Boyar Ave.
Long Beach, CA 90807



LLAURA 1.. SALCIUNAS

1835 East 37th Street ¢ Long Beach, CA 90807 + laura.salciunas@verizon.net * Home: (562) 426-1191

October 22, 2003 P
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Ms. Angela Reynolds P00 0CT 27 2003 Y
City of Long Beach o
Planning and Building b
333 W. Ocean Boulevard T

Long Beach, California

RE: The Notice of Preparation for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements EIR

Ms. Reynolds:

I’d like to thank you for preparing the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for citizens’ evaluation. Here are my
comments regarding the NOP.

I believe you may want to reconsider the scoring for Item ¢ in “Mandatory Findings of Significance” as this
project does potentially significantly impact environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, cither directly or indirectly, provided one evaluates a likely scenario. I believe that you’ve
been asked to evaluate only one scenario, the current state, which is the result of California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) violations and is likely to change. Furthermore, I believe the Environment Impact Review
(EIR) should include a human health risk assessment given the changes at the airport may potentially have
significant impacts:

e To cultural resources,

¢ In hazards and hazardous material handling,

s To hydrology and water quality, and

o Innoise.
The NOP should be amended to reflect these potentially significant impacts. Additionally, it should be
amended because it appears to neglect federal and state standards and sensitive receptors.

First, let’s reflect on the past and current state. When the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance (ANCO)
was signed in 1995, the Long Beach Airport had a permanent building that was sufficient for a minimum of 41
daily airline flights and 25 daily commuter flights. Last year, a temporary building was added; approval for its
construction was done by a Negative Declaration based on a 1986 EIR. The Negative Declaration had some
faulty assumptions as it claimed that there would be no increase in traffic. However, the rationale for building
temporary facility was:

o JetBlue had higher load ratios than previous airlines, and

* The newly created Transportation Security Administration (TSA) needed more rigid passenger and

luggage screening.

The 1986 EIR should not have been used given the length of time since the last EIR. There have been
substantial changes:

s To the City’s economic base,

¢ In freeway traffic, and

e In port traffic.

Input from Laura Salciunas re: The Notice of Praparation for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements EIR Page 1



As you know, CEQA mandates that an agency may not prepare a Negative Declaration that piecemeals a project
by treating one project as several smaller projects for purposes of environmental review. The benchmark for
this current project, the temporary building, is the result of a CEQA violation.

Second, let’s evaluate likely scenarios. The airport building is not used to full capacity during all its hours of
operations. Therefore, any permanent construction done to accommodate the impact of peak passenger travel
increases potential capacity permanently. Given the temporary building was approved violating CEQA, it is
essential to understand the impacts if the building is now to be permanent.

It appears the NOP developed assumes that the current ANCO would continue in perpetuity. The City Airport
Manager has expressed numerous times that the City of Long Beach is fortunate to have such a noise ordinance;
it is only one out of two such ordinances allowed by the FAA nationally, and is more stringent. Additionally,
from comments made from our City Attorney during the negotiations for the current ANCO, the City was
fortunate to pound out this agreement with the FAA and airlines. Getting ANCO renewed was difficult.

Given that the FAA is the decision-maker regarding any additional ANCOs, we need to anticipate likely
eventualities. If the population in Southern California continues to grow, and if there continues to be increased
demand for air travel, there will be increased need for additional flight traffic in Southern California. Therefore,
it is highly likely that the FAA will not renew Long Beach’s ANCO in the future, and Long Beach Airport may
be instructed to take the maximum capacity allowed. Would you please ensure that the EIR accounts for the
probability that the new facility is utilized to its maximum capacity?

-

If there are increased flights, there are potentially significant impacts:
To cultural resources,

In hazards and hazardous material handling,

To hydrology and water quality, and

In noise.

There are potentially significant impacts to cultural resources. In section V. Cultural Resources, item a,
you mention the impact to the historic airport terminal. I believe you may have accidentally overlooked the
adverse impact to another cultural resources as designated by the City, the California Heights Historic District
(CHHD). This historic district would be significantly adversely impacted. CHHD is the city’s largest historic
district. Since the CHHD was established, many homes have been sold to individuals who are interested in
historic preservation, and many homes have been restored. It is expensive for these homeowners to live in
CHHD becanse:

* The restoration process is expensive.

e Historic homes have higher maintenance costs.
If this airport building facilitated additional flights, preservation-sensitive homeowners would not find the area
an attractive investment or place to live. It is unlikely that CHHD would continue to be a cultural resource.

Additionally, the CHHD neighborhood association holds a home & garden tour to showcase these cultural gems
to the general public. If the preservation-sensitive homeowners tended to move out of the area, there would be
fewer homes for the public to enjoy as well as a potential loss of the manpower to support the home & garden
tour. Would you please amend the evaluation of section V.a.?

There are potentially significant impacts in hazards and hazardous material handling. If the terminal
capacity increases, this could lead to increased flights once ANCO expires, and this would lead to increased

Input from Laura Salciunas re: The Notice of Preparation for the Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements EIR Page 2



hazardous material use and handling. Given the increased volume, additional storage and new procedures may
need to be established. These impacts should be noted and evaluated.

There are potentially significant impacts to hydrology and water quality. If the terminal capacity increases,
this could lead to increased flights once ANCO expires, and this would lead to increased potential impacts to
hydrology and water quality. Given the City of Long Beach provides many of its residents with well water, any
impacts to hydrology should be noted and evaluated.

There are potentially significant impacts in noise. If the terminal capacity increases, this could lead to
increased flights once ANCO expires, and this would lead to increased noise impacts.

‘The NOP mentions that the type of aircrafts and operational procedures to be evaluated would not change. Why
would the NOP assume current case when that is only one possible scenario? In the last year, numerous jets
have taken off and landed on Runway 25. Is that not a change in both aircrafts and operations? Does the noise
monitoring system account for these changes? Given the airport has already used up its noise bucket, and yet
has not reached the minimum number of aircrafts permitted in the ANCO, what if there were 66 flights?

Although the noise bucket does not restrict military flights, what is the overall impact of these operations to
residents? What would the impact be if local air bases are closed, as some believe will happen? All of these
impacts to noise should be noted and evaluated.

The NOP appears to neglect federal and state standards and sensitive receptors. In section on Air Quality,
although the initial study indicates potentially significant impact for two issues, the text explaining what the
EIR will address does NOT include any mention of the following:

o Conflict with federal or state ambient air quality standards.

+ Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Does the project conflict with federal or state ambient air quality standards? Since this project is only one of
several that will adversely impact Long Beach’s air quality, the net projected impacts should be evaluated. The
City is expanding the Port of Long Beach, and the State is hoping to expand the 710 Freeway. To adequately
understand the impact on air quality, we should understand the incremental effects of these other projects, and
use the projected impact numbers PLUS the impact of airport changes.

Does the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? In addition to comments
made in the previous paragraph, we need to acknowledge that Long Beach, like the U.S. in general, has a
graying population who are sensitive receptors. In addition, there is a greater density of senior care facilities in
heavily impacted areas.

Likewise, we need to evaluate the impact to other sensitive receptors, children. There are many schools in and
near heavily impacted areas. What will the effect to children be given this project as well as the Port and / or
710 Freeway expansion?

In sum, given the likely changes in scenario as well as the complex nature of this project, it’s time for the

City to evaluate the true impact of the airport on its residents by including a human health risk
assessment.

§inc rely,
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MICHAEL A. WRIGHT
1835 East 37th Street o Long Beach, CA 90807 e michael.wright!@verizon.net ¢ Wireless: {662) 889-7310 e Home: (562) 426-1191

October 22, 2003

Ms Angela Reynolds

City of Long Beach
Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA

RE: Notice of Preparation for Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvements EIR

Ms. Reynolds:

[ have reviewed the Long Beach Airport Terminal Imptovements NOP scoping document and have the following
comments regarding the scale of the proposed EIR as well as the sufficiency of indicated impacts regarding noise.

Scale of EIR Assessment

It appears from the checked responses in the scoping document that the City intends for the EIR to focus only on
the impacts associated with changes of the Airport Terminal Area Facilities rather than on the broader mmpacts
associated with the likelihood for increased flight volumes if the FAA fails to renew the City’s Airport Noise
Ordinance. .

While it is true that the FAA could fail to renew the Noise Ordinance with or without the Terminal Improvement
project, the proposed improvements will allow for the of processing of a greater number of daily flights should the
FAA take this action.

Failure to at least offer this scenario as one of the study alternatives creates a defacto situation of “piecemealing” the
environmental review process in order to reduce the effect of study Impacts. Such piecemealing prevents the
reviewing agency from accurately evaluating the entire project's environmental impacts, thereby resulting in an
underestimation of and failure to disclose significant environmental impacts.

An EIR based on this limited review violates the Agency’s duties to adequately disclose under CEQA, the impacts
of the project by preparing and certifying an EIR, considering mitigation measures and adopting findings and
overriding considerations conforming to the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.

Moreover, the approach anticipated by the City ignotes the issue of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts are
defined in the CEQA Guidelines as two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes
tesulting from a single project or a number of separate projects. The cumulative impact from several projects is the
change in the envitonment that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely
related past, present, and reasonably foresceable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant impacts (CEQA Guidelines § 15355). In 2 CEQA evaluation, the
proposed action must be considered with the combined effects of the cumulative actions in a single analysis. The
CEQA Guidelines require that camulative impacts be discussed when they are significant, and that the discussions
of cumulative impacts reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence.

The curtent structure, which is 2 temporary facility, was approved by Negative Declaration by the City without any
substantial review of it broader impacts. The focus that the City appatently intends to take with this EIR is equally




MICHAEL A. WRIGHT
1835 East 37th Street ¢ Long Beach, CA 90807 ¢ michael. wright!@verizon.net e Wireless: {662) 889-7310 o Home: (562) 426-1191

narrow in scope. It appeats that the intent of City is to seek the narrowest possible definition for this project and
ignore the broader implications for health, safety and socio-economics.

Noise Impacts

As mentioned above, a non-renewal by the FAA of the City’s Airport Noise Ordinance is a possibility given
regional pressure for increased airport capacity. Though the loss of this ordinance is not a certainty, the threat of
non-renewal and the subsequent increase in flight volumes, should be assessed as a possible scenario under any
valid environmental review.

Regarding specifically Section XI — Noise; the NOP document indicates that the City believes noise impacts
resulting from the terminal improvement project will be less than significant in all cases.

Given the potential for increased flight volumes following an FAA non-renewal of our noise ordinance, the impacts
from noise indicated in the NOP should be increased to that of Potentially Significant. The NOP is incomplete and
misleading in that it incorrectly concludes the project will not expose people residing and working in the project
area to excessive noise levels.

While thete are many impact ateas to consider when noise levels increase, (such as health and well-being) T will
focus here only on the socio-economic impacts. It is common for such impact assessments to be included in an
EIR that reviews airport telated improvements.

I am personally aware that socio-economic impacts were assessed recently for the construction of a third runway at
SEA TAC and for similar improvements to St. Louis International Airport. In both cases, community impacts
related to increased flight volumes wete assessed. In particular, the itopacts to residential and commercial real
propetty and retail/service business operations were mvestigated in detail.

Both academic and FAA sponsored studies of airport noise impacts conclude that housing values are reduced in
communities surrounding aitports, with the greatest reductions occurting in areas where the average value of the
housing stock is greatest.

The impact of noise on the value of residential propetty immediately surrounding an airport has been investigated
around the United States. The results have generally shown an inverse correlation between noise levels (measured
by Ldn contours) and residential property values. The academic studies all found a positive relationship between
the noise, and related pollution, caused by airport operations and reduced residential propetty values. Recently
published articles in peer-reviewed journals and university presses detailing this are numerous. Several are indicated
below:

a. Cockerill, Lee, 2001, Airport Proximity and S ingle-Family Home Prices in Southern California: A Hedonic Honsing Value
Approach  (Institute for Economic and Environmental Studies at California State University at Fullerton).

b. Greenberg, Michael and Schaeider, Dana, 1996, Environmentally Devastated Neighborboods: Perception, Policies and
Realities (Rutgers University Press).

c. Frankel, Marvin, 1991," Aircraft Noise and Residential Property Values, "The .Appraisal Journal.

d. Nelson, J. P., 1980, "Airports and Property Values: A Survey of Recent Evidence," Journal of Transportation
Economics and Policy.
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e. Mieszkowski, P. and Samper, A.M., 1978, "An Estimate of the Effects of Airport Noise on Property Values,"
Jonrnal of Urban Economics.

f. Crowly, RW.,, 1973, "A Case Study of the Effects of an Airport on Land Values," Jounrnal of Transportation
Economics.

The following two studies were done for the FAA and both found a positive corzelation between noise, and related
pollutton, caused by airport operations and reduced property values.

2. Booz-Allen & Hamilron, Inc., 1994, The Effect of Airport Noise on Housing Values (FAA, Office of Environment
and Energy, September).

b. Newtnan, ]J.S. and Beattie, K.R., 1985, _Awiation Noise Effects (FAA Report EE-85-2).

The Booz-Allen study used both statistical regression analysis and on-site appraisals to analyze noise impacts at five
airports around the country. It concluded that housing values were reduced at all the airports, with the greatest
reductions occurting in areas where the average value of the housing stock was greatest.

Conclusion

I urge the City to amend the NOP to consider the potential impacts of increased flight volumes with could
potentially result from a combination of improvements done to the terminal facility and possible FAA non-renewal
of the City’s Noise Ordinance. Moreovet, the resulting EIR will be significantly incomplete and misleading if the
socio-economic impacts of increased noise levels are not included.

Micheef

Michael A. Wright
1835 East 37" Street
Long Beach, CA. 90807



Edwin and Judith Reeves
3940 Lemon Avenue

Long Beach CA 90807
(562)427-4565

Ms. Angela Reynolds October 21, 2003
City of Long Beach .

Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re: Airport expansion
Dear Ms. Reynolds:

Oufr personal lives are interrupted by the increased activity at
the Long Beach airport. We live in Bixby Knolls under the flight
path. When aircraft fly over our home and neighborhood, we
cannot hear voices on the telephone or television, we have to
stop conversations inside our home as well as out of doors. We
have increased amounts of sooty dirt on our home and yard.

My husband has heart disease which is exacerbated by the stress
created by the high noise levels. We are also concerned about
the increasing levels of pollution created by increased airport
activity.

The expansion of the Long Beach airport, particularly adding to
the number of flights can be very detrimental to the health of
¢citizens 1living below or adjacent to the flight paths. Children
are particularly endangered.

A study from Ccrnell University in Ithaca, New York, describes

this problem: "The constant roar from jet aircraft can seriously
affect the health and psychoelogical wellbeing of children.... The
health problems from chronic airport noise, including higher

blood pressure and boosted levels of stress hormones, the researchers
say, may have life-long effects."

"This study is. probably the most definitive proof that noise

causes stress and is harmful to humans.," says Gary Evans, a
professor of design and environmental analysis in Cornell's College
of Human Ecology.

The current plans for the Environmental Impact Report address
improved parking and terminal space only. They do not address

the problems created by the number of flights. Moreover, the testing
mechanisms do not test the current noise levels and pollution in

the residential areas surrounding the airport, and they do not take
into account the existing heavy pollution from the port, the freeways
and the refineries.
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A Human Health Risk Assessment should be included in the EIR
before any construction begins.

The City and the airport are breaking laws and agreements currently
in effect:

The airport had agreed that flights taking off would not
bank until they reached the 91 Freeway. They are banking
over our heads 3 miles south of the 91 Freeway.

The current noise ordinances are being violated.

The curfew is being violated repeatedly.
For all of the above reasons, we are concerned that our health
is threatened, our property values will be reduced, and our
neighborhoods will deteriorate.

Sincerely yours,

Zhurin G (Laenan

Edwin Reeves

Judith Reeves

cc: Beverly O'Neill
Robb Webb



Mike Kowal

3756 Pine Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807

October 21, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Re:  Notice of Preparation and Scoping
Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

I send this document as an extremely concerned resident of Long Beach. Like most other citizens I have had
no formal environmental, scientific or technical education. Therefore, like other citizens I must rely on
agencies such as yours to perform the due diligence necessary to protect citizens health, safety and well
being. I trust that you will not take these concerns lightly!

Please accept the following comments, suggestions and concerns regarding the scope of the Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) being prepared for the improvements at the Long Beach Airport (L.GB). I presume this
letter will become part of the public record allowing recourse if my comments, suggestions and concerns are
not adequately addressed.

Entire scope of the project must be evaluated

The logic noted in the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of studying only current flight levels is faulty and
shamefully dishonest. To base assumptions on the current LGB Noise Ordinance, at its current number of
allowable flights (a minimum) and current operational levels is neither rational nor acceptable. No
consideration should be given to the local noise ordinance; which by the way only speaks to noise, a minor
part of overall airport impact. This ordinance is subject to change by whim of governmental agency, the
Long Beach City Council or by any successful challenge from any other entity desiring to expand operations
at the facility. Your findings must determine maximum flights, passengers and total operations possible. The
EIR must include the entire scope and impact of the project - reaching well beyond the boundaries of LGB
and addressing “Cumulatively Considerable” impacts. A ten-mile radius should be a minimum.

It is imperative that all potential and existing adverse conditions be identified not only at the site but also the
surrounding communities. These would include but not be limited to, Long Beach, Signal Hill, Lakewood
and the nearby, airport impacted communities located in Orange County. At Chicago's O'Hare Airport,
studies have suggested that residents within a 10-mile radius of the airport face cancer rates that are some 29
percent greater than in the rest of Illinois. At Boston's Logan Airport, studies have shown respiratory disease,
asthma and allergies are twice as common in neighborhoods near the airport. Studies around airports in the
rest of the country have indicated potential health impacts ranging from cancer to respiratory, neurological,
and reproductive impacts. The British Medical Journal, Lancet, reports people living near Heathrow Airport
had increased risk of mental illness. Discovery Magazine (Aug ‘2003) reports that a recent study showed a
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significant lag in brain development in the testing of newborn rats whose mother was subjected to noise
impact. The above noted afflictions and all others must be included, studied and mitigated. Any addition to
existing facilities will increase impact. Any expansion will enable an increase in the number of potential
operations with large increases in the number of vehicles and passengers. The EIR must calculate maximum
potential use and must take all potential impacting increases into consideration.

Negative Impacts

Noise is largely the most noticeable impact associated with airports. Effects of all types of noise pollution
must be considered and studied. Serious physiological and psychological effects to those subjected to the
daily impact must be evaluated. Evaluation should include any and all known effects from inaudible low and
high frequency sound waves, which most likely contribute to adverse health in humans according to recent
studies. Noise pollution greatly affects children and senior citizens. Special attention must be given to these
at nisk segments of our population. Any recommended mitigation must be substantial and scientifically

provell.

Noise effects may be minor when the products of jet engine exhaust and other airport pollution sources are
considered. Airports produce massive amounts of hazardous and toxic emissions. Huge amounts of data are
available through the Internet. Among the list of constituent compounds are: Freon 11; Freonl2; Methyl
Bromide; Dichloromethane; cis-1,2-Tichloroethylene; 1,1,1-Trichloroethane; Carbon Tetrachloride;
Benzene; Trichloroethylene; Toluene; Tetrachloroethene; Ethylbenzene; m,p-Xylene; Styrene; 1,3,5-
Trimethylbenzene; 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene; o-Dichlorobenzene; Formaldehyde; Acetaldehyde; Acrolein;
Acetone; Propinaldehyde; Crotonaldehyde; Isobutylaldehyde; Methyl Ethyl Ketone; Benzaldehyde;
Beraldehyde; Hexanaldehyde; Ethyl Alcohol; Isopropyl Alcohol; Methyl Ethyl Ketone; Butane; Isopentane;
Pentane; Hexane; Butyl Alcohol; Methyl Isobutyl Ketone; n,n-Dimthyl Acetamide; Demethyl Disulfide; m-
Cresol; 4-Ethyl Toluene; n-Heptaldehyde; Octanan; 1,4-Diozane; Methyl Phenyl Ketone; Vinl Acetate;
Heptane; Phenol; Octane; Antracene; Dimsthylnapthalene (isomers); Flouranthaene; 1-methylnaphthalene;
2-methylnaphthalene; Naphthalene; Phenanthrene;Pyrene; Penzo(a)pyrene; 1-nitropyrene; 1,8-dinitropyrene;
1,3-Butadiene; sulfur oxides; Sulfur dioxide; sulfuric acid; urea; ammonia; carbon monoxide; ozone;
particulate matter (PM10,PM2.5) and 3-nitrobenzananthrone which may be the most hazardous compound
ever to be tested for carcinogenicity, scoring substantially higher in the well-known Ames test than its
nearest rival, 1,8-dinitropyrene. Many of the others listed are considered to be carcinogens. Adding to the
direct effect of any single chemical listed above, the probabilities of synergistic effects must be fully
considered.

Airport pollutants mixing with other nearby polluters, including the Port of Long Beach; Boeing; the 405,
605, 91 and 710 Freeways; numerous nearby chemical plants, petroleum refineries, energy producers,
industrial and manufacturing facilities can create a toxic brew of compounds which are further subject to
reactions caused by atmospheric and solar effects. Not to identify all sources of pollution and environmental
concern would be a disservice to the citizens who deserve to know the total quality of their environment.
Proposition 65 requires Califormia business to wam the public and employees of potential exposure. All
business and agencies who have filed Popp 65 notices past and present should be identified and included in
the study, with the cumulative impact addressed. A minimum radius of ten miles from the project would
seem reasonable. Cumulative impacting conditions can result in new consequent hazardous compounds. The
probable and possible effects of these and all other health damaging compounds must be fully identified at,
above and below ground levels and be addressed. It’s imperative that the scope of this exposure extend well
beyond the boundaries of the facility!

Other Negative & Cumulative Impacts

Page 2 of 4



Comprehensive study, analysis and mitigation should include and evaluate all other impacting conditions and
projects. Unfortunately the Long Beach Airport is located in the middle of the city with residential housing
surrounding it. The neighborhoods located at each end of runway 12/30 are two of the largest, stable, and
attractive in the city. The potential impact of increased operations and health impact upon these
neighborhoods creates the probability of blight and decline in home value. This will create the flight of
current owner-occupied, middle to upper income residents. In their place will be a high percentage of non-
owner, lower income residents and rental housing. The overall effects of this transition must be calculated.
The resulting dynamic could in itself be a final blow to our city. City spending has surpassed revenue to the
tune of $60 to 90 million dollars (debt). Not only do we live in a fragile environment, we live with a fragile
economy. The City of Long Beach currently is unable to provide adequate services to its residents. It should
be noted that the Long Beach current population currently consists of approximately 50% low-income
residents. Long Beach also shamefully ranks among the worst in the nation in homicides and crimes against

property.

As the majority of commercial activity is located over these extremely important housing areas it is
imperative to qualify and insure that the probability of an air disaster (crash) is not increased! Serious
evaluation must be given in regards to airport safety. LGB continues to expand general aviation operations
facilities. The increased risk of disaster improves with the increased operations. Commercial and general
aviation uses do not safely mix. This is exasperated by the existence and use of the multiple runway layouts
found at LGB. It should be noted in the EIR that LGB ranks among the top 10 of all airports in reported
runway incidents. The existing scenario at LGB of increasing mixed operations at the site with operations
over large expanses of residential homes invites disaster. Long term and on going re-construction and
modifications to runway 30/12 have not been fully or properly assessed. This project was approved by the
Long Beach City Council (as other incremental improvements and additions have) with the use of a Negative
Declaration based on an outdated EIR. This did not evaluate the enormous impact residents would be
experiencing that live on both ends of the inadequate back up runway. This dangerous existing condition
should be considered in your evaluations and mitigations.

There are many other existing and planned projects both in and surrounding the city. Residential growth in
Long Beach is at an all time high with over 10,000 residential units being built and on the drawing board.
The Boeing Pacific Center Project will add unknown development, residential, industrial, service oriented,
commercial and retail to an already fragile environment. Nearby Killroy has plans for development, and T am
told there are plans for both a new hotel and existing hotel expansions being considered and planned. All
current and planned developments along with their cumulative effect must be identified, considered,
measured and mitigated. Vehicular traffic creates enormous impact and pollution. This must be fully
evaluated both on and off site with all nearby existing and planned projects taken into consideration.

Property Values / Right of Enjoyment

Every citizen has the basic right to enjoy and protect his property from impacting effects, health impact,
disturbance of peace, loss of sleep, and loss of enjoyment. Property value loss is realized thru adverse
condemnation. When property is subjected to negative outside negligence or impact, loss of value can occur.
This potential for loss of value must be determined and mitigated. Any mitigation, including condemnation
and noise retrofitting must be bome by the City of Long Beach.

Human Health Risk Assessment

The expansion will create additional environmental impact upon the community. As the citizens of Long
Beach currently suffer from unacceptable and high levels of pollution, it is imperative that a full and
complete Human Health Risk Assessment be completed as part of the EIR. All data must be community
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specific, not standardized! Any and all potential health, safety or life threatening effects must be completely
mitigated prior to any approved airport expansion. Part of this study should include ‘Breast Milk” analysis.
Our citizens have the right to know the dangers of living in a city that has been ignoring and minimizing
heath risks and concerns while allowing impacting growth.

Geologic Unknowns

The airport and surrounding propertics are located upon a known and productive petroleum field containing
numerous chemicals and gases. The existence of all toxins must be explored, tested and confirmed to be safe
in or around a facility which itself produces many dangerous toxins. Flammable natural gasses are present on
site and at extremely high and explosive levels. These highly dangerous conditions must be fully explored
and mitigated. There are many sources available for research. All available data should be included in your
findings and conclusions.

Responsible Agencies must respond to the full impact of this project.

The City of Long Beach acting as the lead agency has dishonestly confined the EIR impact study area to the
improvement site(s). I suggest that once the full scope of the impact study area is determined (ten mile radius
as a minimum) all Responsible Agencies and the public within these impacted boundaries be notified with
required response per CEQA guidelines.

Conclusion

The residents of Long Beach and surrounding communities deserve the very highest protection possible
towards their health, safety and enjoyment of property. We currently live and breath the worst air in the
country! We live with the combined impact of two major shipping ports, the impact of 4 major freeways
adjoining our homes, and the two major rivers in LA County which deposit all upstream pollution upon our
beaches and into our water. The price for this has already jeopardized and taken a toll upon our citizen’s
health and well-being

Our local airport was never intended to have or accommodate commercial flights. Thru poor planning and
irresponsible governmental policy we now have an expanding airport in the middle of our city. The facility is
surrounded by homes and families and has already caused too much impact. Strangely, we live within 20
miles of two international airports, how important is LGB to its residents? The time to put an end to this is
now. The vehicle to stop the expansion insanity is a full and complete EIR showing all cumulative impacts
and including a Human Health Risk Assessment. Anything less than this is dishonest and a breach of your
responsibility!

Respectfully,

Mike Kowal

Information/research sources: California Bnvironmental Protection Agency, Air Resources Board; US Citizens Aviation Watch;
Natural Resources Defense Council; Alliance of Residents Concerning O’Hare; South Coast Air Quality Management District.

¢:LBHUSH?2; file LGBNOPResponse0.20.°03.dee
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October 21, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Bivd.

Long Beach, Ca. 90802

My letter is in concern to the improvements at the Long Beach Airport. After
attending both public meetings, | have many doubts about the improvements. |
would ask that my concerns be addressed in the EIR.

The EIR should use data that is current and involves the total number of allotted
flights (66).

A Health impact Study is conducted examining the total effects of all the airport
functions on and off the facility. Ground pollution, air poliution, and sound
poliution, classroom disruptions at all grade levels, chemical contamination etc.

Traffic congestion, accident rate increase

Stress on current city services necessary to provide for the operation of the
facility with 3.4 million travelers a year. Police/Fire, public works, airport
personnel efc.

Projected increases in city personnel, equipment, and budget to provide
necessary service to operate the airport at the projected 3.4 million travelers per
year.

With the enlargement of the facility, are there adequate hospital facilities in case
of a disaster involving an airline or commuter flight.

What are the financial impacts on the airport/city if the improvements are not
approved?

Failure of the airlines fo live within the current regulations has resulted in
numerous flight and sound violations. Based on the current violation rate of the
airlines, what would be the projected violation rate with a total of 66 flights? How
would that new violation rate effect the surrounding residences, students, people
employed in the area of the airport?

What are the effects on our property value?



If the facility is completed, what are the maximum amount of travelers and flights
that the facility could safely handle within fire codes and FAA regulations? If this
number is over the 3.4 million travelers, what is the new environmental impact on
the city? Adjusting for the violation rate of the airline, what are the overall effects
of operating the airport? (I know we have sound ordinance, which regulate flights
and sound pollution. But if the airline sued us again, what are the total number of
flight and there effects on the city.

Sincerely, ,

Tim Morey
1924 Marber Ave.
Long Beach, Ca. 80815



Mr. & Mrs. Nathaniel Glover
1036 East 46™ Street
Long Beach, CA. 90807
562-728-1717
Facsimile 562-428-7110

October 15, 2003

City of Long Beach

Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA. 90802

ATTN: Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer

RE: Proposed Long Beach Airport Terminal Improvement

Ms. Reynolds:

My wife and I reside in the Bixby Knolls area of Long Beach on East 46" Street. We have the
misfortune and suffer the duress of having the departing flights from Long Beach Airport fly
directly over our home. At least 95% of the time, the planes fly so low that we feel the vibration
causing the windows in our home to rattle and very likely affecting the foundation and
potentially causing cracks in the stucco exterior or exacerbating existing ones. In addition, the
noise level is so extreme that when each plane passes through our air space, we are unable to
hear the television, phone conversations or other audio media we may be attempting to enjoy. It
routinely disturbs sleep. The noise level has infringed upon our legal right to the “quiet
enjoyment” of our property. In addition, we, nor do we believe any other affected resident, has
ever granted to the City of Long Beach an Avigation Easement that would through written
agreement grant the City of Long Beach or Long Beach Airport free and unobstructed rights of
use and passage by Aircraft in and through the airspace above and within the vicinity of our
property. Such an easement would typically provide for the homeowner’s acknowledgement or
consent to the noise, sound, vibrations, air currents, electronic interference and aircraft engine
exhaust and emissions that may (and do) result from or be related to the taking-off, landing or
flight of Aircraft to or from the Airport and over our Property. As taxpaying citizens, neither the
City or Airport officials have provided us the courtesy of a personal inquiry regarding the flight
paths, its affects, or tendered any offer to fund a program to acoustically treat and insulate our
residence or install any improvements and modifications to our property that would reduce noise
levels or structural damage.

We realize that the City may have legal rights through an eminent domain action; however, we
have been unable to locate a Notice or Memorandum of such action recorded in the public



records. If the private rights to the air space over our properties are subject to the right of
passage or flight of Aircraft, it should not cause any form of injury to the homeowner or their

property.

Furthermore, it is our belief that the passage of Aircraft has increased the air pollution affecting
the health and growth of the plant life, fruit trees and vegetables grown on our property. We
randomly experience a black ashy film covering the vegetation that after some research, we feel
may be the effects of the debris emitted from engine exhaust or emissions. This also raises the
concern of potential health risks to the residents affected.

During recent years, Southern California has benefited from the appreciation of real estate
values. Though we realize the market will adjust within the next 12 —18 months, the current
flight path will undoubtedly have an adverse impact on the livability of the neighborhood and
resale value of the properties.

Where is the equity for those of us who live within the flight paths? Who will compensate us for
the monetary loss we suffer in the increase costs of maintenance and ultimate property
devaluations? It is stressful and often embarrassing to have social gatherings at our home due to
this nuisance.

Though we regret the implication, we feel it would behoove the City and Airport to consider
shifting the flight path North of Del Amo Boulevard where property values are currently lower
or consider moving the airport closer to the ocean, thereby minimizing the impact to Long Beach
residents. Ultilizing the land vacated by the closing of the Naval Shipyard may be a costly
proposition, but potentially worth the investment for the City and its residents. At the very least,
has the City thoroughly considered and investigated the acceleration and angle of the Aircraft at
take off, potentially allowing the Aircraft to reach a higher altitude in a shorter time period and
minimizing the nuisance levels.

We respectfully request that the City of Long Beach place the concern, health and welfare of its
residents over the monetary benefits of any proposed Airport Terminal improvement and
responsibly address the current problems.

We await a reply,

Nathanggl Glover

Christi lover

cc: Long Beach Airport



Susan and Bemie Hawkins
3570 Brayton Ave.
Long Beach, CA 90807

October 22, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
City of Long Beach, Building and Planning
333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

My husband and [ have lived in Long Beach for ten years. Having discovered the city as students
at Cal State Long Beach, we decided to stay after we were married. We bought our first house
here, in the California Heights neighborhood almost nine years ago. We chose this neighborhood
for several reasons: its beautiful old houses on tree-lined streets, the strong, stable sense of family
and community created by residents, and its affordability. We worked hard to come up with a
down payment so that we could buy the house that would become the foundation for our life.

In many ways buying our house and living in this neighborhood has fulfilled many of our
dreams. In one huge aspect it has not. Our lovely Spanish house, which we have restored and
renovated from the ground up by ourselves, lies directly in the flight path of runway 25R/7L: At
the time we bought our house, this was not deemed to be a problem because only the smaller
planes used that runway and flights were not allowed totake off or land before 8 am and after 10
pm_ . . .

Now, however, the situation is drastically different. From 7 am to 11 pm daily, we have a
constant flow of airplanes, and airplane noise, flying over our house. In addition, we have
regular and frequent violations of the noise abatement hours regulations as well as obvious noise
level violations.

On the evening of September 9, 2003, jets were re-routed to runway 25R for takeoff because of
repairs being made to the main runway. I cannot even begin to describe the hell we endured that
night. From 7 pm on, we had a continuous flow of passenger and cargo jets flying directly over
our house. It was like being tied to the train tracks while watching the train barrel down on you
at full speed. Not only were our windows nearly rattled out of the frames, our whole house
shook. The water in our fish pond even vibrated. There is no possible way that this amount of
noise could even remotely have been within the 92db SENEL noise level restrictions set by the
FAA for runway 25R. Interestingly enough, these flights were not listed as noise violations on
the city's web site. The claim was made that these flights were not considered noise violations
because the FAA Tower directed the airport to re-route these jets to runway 25R so that repairs
could be made to the main runway. .

The question is, why could not these repairs have been made.after hours? It is just as dark after 7
pm as it is after 11 pm, only there would have not been any jets to be re-routed. I ask you this:
What is the point of having noise level restrictions if they are not going to be applied? - It seems
to me that the noise level restrictions should be applied consistently. The fact that the flights of
September 9, 2003, were not listed as violations appears as a deceptive act on the part of the
airport and the City to cover up grievous violations



So do you see why we are angry and outraged at this proposed "enhancement” of the Long Beach
Airport? We do not believe for a minute that either the airport or the City intends to stand by the
current flight and noise restrictions placed on the Long Beach Airport. Apparently, the FAA
cannot be trusted to stand by their own rules as well. After all, what is the purpose of increasing
the parking areas, passenger waiting areas, baggage claim areas, building a bigger food court and
providing more parking slots for airplanes if you do not intend to increase the amount of flights in
and out of the airport? Therefore, we as residents, not just of California Heights, but of the City
of Long Beach, demand that a full, comprehensive Environmental Impact Report reflecting the
maximum utilization potential of the airport facilities, be completed. We demand that this report
take the following into consideration:

s -Current and community specific- not standardized- noise measurement data (based
on 2003 flight frequency and noise levels, not 2002)

¢ -Noise levels determined by actual noise measurements- not mathematieal averaging
formulas- for the maximum airport usage

e -Air quality and toxic emissions studies including the compounded impact on our
air quality from our proximity to the port, refineries, and surrounding freeways
-Increased traffic impact
-The impact of all of the above on property values for residential areas in the
airport vicinity

California Heights is a designated historic district. Our houses and street trees are protected by
this status. Our houses are being shaken off their foundations by airport noise while trees and
even residents are being killed apparently by poliution. According to the Air Quality
Management District’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES II), parts of Long Beach,
specifically in the vicinity of the Long Beach Airport, "have the highest projected risk rating for
cancer from exposure to airborne toxics in the L.A. Basin" (LBReport.com). On our half of the
block alone, three people have been afflicted recently with cancer. One of those neighbors has
died. As atax paying resident of the City of Long Beach, my husband and I do a lot to contribute
to the economic health of our city by supporting local businesses, cultural organizations and
charities, in addition to paying property taxes. Likewise, we feel that the city has a responsibility
to support its residents, at the very least by not killing us through the willful creation of a toxic
environment.

Recently, one Long Beach public official was quoted as saying to a Long Beach resident
regarding these issues, "You bought in that neighborhood." Yes, that is true. However, we
bought our homes based on an entirely different airport climate- one with substantially stricter
noise abatement requirements and 400 percent less airplane traffic. Likewise, had people like us
been able to afford to buy homes in other lovely areas of Long Beach, take Naples for example,
that are not directly in the flight path we probably would have. Should we deserve a poorer
quality of life because we can’t afford a million dollar home? We implore you to conduct a
thorough, inclusive environmental impact report on the airport improvements.

Sincerely,
! e
‘ Susan and Bernie Hawkins ; C
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Tim and Maria Price
3646 Cerritos Avenue
l.ong Beach, CA 90807
October 23, 2603

Ms. Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer

City of Long Beach
Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

SUBJECT: Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvements Environmental
Impact Review

This letter provides our comments on the environmental impact review on
the Long Beach Airport terminal area improvement. The environmental
impact review (EIR) needs to assess and evaluate the short- and long-term,
as well as the direct and indirect, effects of the terminal area improvement
on the City of Long Beach and surrounding environment. The EIR needs to
include in-depth analyses on:

traffic congestion

noise pollution

air quality

ground and water contamination
quality of life

residential property values

economic liabilities and commitments
health related illnesses and diseases
future airport expansion

e & & ¢ © @ o & e

We do not support the expansion of the Long Beach Airport. Currently the
airport infrastructure is a limiting factor affecting the ability of the airlines
to maximize capacity. Expanding the terminal will only increase the
number of passengers using the terminal and the future demands for
additional airport capacity and expansion.

Sincerely,
T o

Tim and Maria Price



October 19, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Office
Planning & Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Reference: Long Beach Airport EIR
Dear Ms. Reynolds:

I am extremely concerned about the possible expansion of Long Beach Airport. I live in Los Altos (4™
district) directly under the flight path. Planes fly very low right over our house. The noise and pollution
and stress are already unbearable. In the last 2 years since Jet Blue has been using the airport things have
only gotten worse. Our quality of life has dropped to an all time low. I own my home and have lived here
20+ years and am now feeling I may be forced to move because of the proposed expansion.

I have many concerns and would like to discuss some of them in this letter. I feel that by “improving” and
expanding the airport you are only inviting more airlines to want to use the local air space. More airplanes
mean more noise, more cars/trucks and machinery, more people, more pollution, more health risks! We
are already at full capacity as far as these issues are concerned

The noise created by these airplanes interrupts our lives continually during the day and often in the
middle of the night. There are noise limits but the rules are often broken. The fines for breaking these
rules are way too low and amount to a joke. More noise monitoring stations need to be set up and not at
areas where planes do not fly or where they can turn and avoid these monitors.

The pollution created by all these airplanes is at a dangerous level when you take into consideration that
we already live in one of the most unhealthiest air quality areas of the entire United States. We have the
freeways nearby and the Port of L.B. and the Wilmington Refinery and local power plants. We are
breathing this pollution and it is causing health issues such as respiratory problems, asthma, high blood
pressure and heart rates, cancers and many other ailments. We need to think about the hazardous waste
issues involved and the pollution that is going into our storm runoff drains that go directly into the ocean.

This EIR needs to look at ALL planes that fly in our air space. We often have military planes and police
helicopters and hospital helicopters flying overhead. There is so much talk of limiting the large
commercial planes to 41 — well the smaller aircraft can be just as disturbing and have a great impact on
our quality of life also.

Mental health issues need to be studied. We who live under the flight path are well aware of the stress and
how these planes affect our personality each day. We live in fear of the health concerns of what this noise
and pollution is doing to our families. Some nights we get little sleep due to illegal flights waking us up at
all hours of the night. We watch our dogs and pets crouch and cry when large UPS/Fed Ex planes roar
.overhead.



Many schools fall directly under the flight paths. I live across from CSULB and Minnie Gant Elementary
School. It is a worry to me now to watch the little children out in the Gant playground each day and
wonder how much harm is coming to them due to the noise and pollution and stress caused by these many
airplanes that disrupt their daily lives.

I personally have to wash off my patio furniture and car several times a week because of poliution coming
from the planes. Just last week I had a large commercial plane “dump” oil and hydraulic fluid all over me
as I was coming out of a meeting at CSULB.

We live in a nice area (L.os Altos) but if these issues are left unchecked the value of our real estate will
drop and we will be ieft with a neighborhood of rentals and people not taking pride in their homes.
Potential blight studies and effects on our real estate need to be addressed. Many people in this
neighborhood are original families and we care about our neighborhood.

Safety issues need to be addressed in this EIR. I lost friends in the Cerritos air disaster and would hate to
have a situation like that ever happen again. Increasing the airport is only putting us at risk for a potential
disaster such as this.

I have a concern about who is going to be conducting this EIR. I have had some experience working with
EIR’s in the past. We must have an independent outside agency who will be able to remain neutral and
unbiased and will not slant the results in favor of one party or another. We want a true accurate
accounting for the records. Do not use information obtained years ago by an old EIR study. Things have
changed drastically in this area.

This EIR cannot just focus on the airport property alone but must take into account the entire surrounding
area for many miles surrounding the airport location. Do not just think of this as an impact study on a new
parking structure or a new permanent building or a new concession eating area — this affects the entire
residential area for many miles outside the airport property.

T am very glad an Environmental Impact Study is being conducted. Now let us do it in a proper way.
Please listen to the concerns of the local residents. We live in the area surrounding the Long Beach
Airport and WE CARE ABOUT OUR COMMUNITY.

Yours truly,

Tt S

Jan Sampson

1877 Britton Drive
Long Beach, CA 90815
(562)493-7077

cc: Beverly O'Neill, L.B. Mayor
Dennis Carroll, L.B. City Council
HUSH 2
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Rita Mills
1924 Lave Ave.
Long Beach, A 90815

the United States
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Lorraine Fitton

3635 Walnut Avenue, Long Beach, CA 90807

S A s & o S A

October 20, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

This letter is to provide you with my comments and suggestions regarding the
preparation of the EIR for the L.B. Terminal Area Improvements.

1} Expand the EiR scope of the geographical study to include all of Long.
Beach, West Long Beach, East Long Beach, the Port, and the 710 & 405
freeway adjacent areas.

2)

Include a study on the human health impact from the terminal area
improvements, including the human health impact from the anticipated
increased airport activity from the expansion. Activity to include:
increased number of general aviation flights, increased number of
automobile activity, increased number of truck and ancillary vehicles,
increased number of servicing operations.

a.

Include a study of the effects of methane, diesel particulate matter
and all other chemicals resulting in aircraft and airport operations
and automobile use — using new and current data to evaluate the
impact. This study should also include the effects all of the
chemicals have synergistically and reactions caused by
atmospheric and solar effects.

Include a current study of Dispersion Modeling for particulates and
look at the dispersion levels of current flights per day, and at the
increase in dispersion levels of anticipated increased general
aviation activity.

Include a current study of the effects of noise pollution from the
current airport usage level to the level from increased activities,
including physiological and psychological hazards.

. Include a study of changes in air quality resulting from the

increased motor vehicle activity as a result of the airport expansion

of its parking spaces



Lorraine Fitton
3635 Walnut Avenue, Long Beach, CA 90807

S S R & S S S

CC:
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3) Include a study on the econemic impact from the anticipated increased
airport activity resulting from the improvements. Do not use multiplier
assumptions. Use a spreading model with the airport as the focus.

a. Include the anticipated decreased quality of life in the area. Include
the negative economic impact to Long Beach from decisions of
future homeowners to not move into the area because the
expansion of the airport demonstrates that Long Beach continues
to employ the idea of “spoiling its nest” for the neighborhoods
currently impacted by the expansion.

b. Include a study of the decrease in housing prices for the
neighborhoods most severely affected.

4) Include a study of the maximum amount of operations with the terminal
improvementis. Consider that the current configuration of the airport
facility is running at 300% of capacity, and that the proposed
improvements will increase the capacity. What is the maximum amount of
operations with the improvement, plus 300%?

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Lorraine Fitton
%j/&fd&&:@cg L

Homeowner — Califorhia Heights Historical District
Seventh District

3635 Walnut Avenue

[.ong Beach, CA S0807

562-426-5503

Mr. Charles Shoemaker, Esq.
Ms. Tonia Reyes-Uranga, Seventh District



1021 AMELIA DRIVE
LONG BEACH, CA 90807

October 15, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, CA 90802

Subject: Comments, Notice of Preparation and Scoping, Long Beach Airport Terminal

Area Improvements

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

We have read the Notice of Preparation and [nitial Study and have comments regarding potential
impacts of the subject project. Airport activities, particularly noise from aircraft, has had a major
impact on our daily lives, both at home and at work. We are concerned that any additions to airport
facilities will resultin increased impacts. This is not only because of the proposed project itself, but
also because of cumulative and growth-inducing impacts.

Airport activities already have resulted in what we consider significantimpacts in the following areas:

Aesthetics -- lighted airplanes flying overhead at night.

Air quality — reduction in air quality both from airplanes and vehicular traffic to and from the
airport.

Hazards and hazardous materials — due to exposure of people and structures to the risk of
injury should there be an air accident or release of hazardous materials stored at the airport.

Water quality — there is a risk of degradation of groundwater due to the potential for leakage
or spillage of stored hazardous materials.

Land use and planning — the physical presence of the airport impacts land use and planning
in much of the City.

Noise — aircraft and related noise is heard over a wide area, including our home and place of
work.

Population and housing ~impacts have resulted from growth inducing aspects of the airport
and related activities.



Ms. Angela Reynolds
QOciober 15, 2003
Page 2

* Public services — public services are required by airport and related activities and this will
necessarily increase with the proposed new facilities.

* Transportation/traffic — airport traffic, and traffic resulting from surrounding businesses
induced to move to the area because of the airport, has been growing and the proposed
project is likely to increase traffic even more.

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place
over a period of time. As airport facilities grow so do business activities in the surrounding area.
The cumulative impact of these activities is likely to be much greater than that of the subject project
itself. For this reason we believe that the analysis of the potential cumulative impacts in the areas
listed above, and other environmental issues, should be included in the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR).

Itis clear to us that activities at the Long Beach Airport over the last few years have fostered growth,
particularly in the working population in the area surrounding the facility. This growth has resulted in
impacts to aesthetics, air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, noise,
public services, and traffic. It should not be assumed that growth in the area is necessarily
beneficial or of little environmental significance. As required by State regulation, we request that the
EIR discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster business or population grown, and
additional construction in the surrounding area, and that the document provide an evaluation of the
of all potential growth-inducing impacts.

We would appreciate your response to these issues.
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Sandra Van Wyk
3856 Marron Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807

October 14, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmentat Officer, Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Bivd.

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds:

I 'am writing to you because | am exitremely concemed about the plans to expand the Long Beach
Airport. Currently the airport is a huge disturbance in our lives and as flights increase it becomes more
and more so. 1 have lived in the area impacted by flight takeoffs for the past 17 years and the increase
in air traffic has already impacted my life and the life of my family.

Specific examples of the impact on our lives include health issues such as sleep disruption caused by
evening, late night and early moming take offs, asthma in a toddler | was babysitting (he is improving
now that he is away from the airport on a daily basis), and hypertension and anxiety suffered by my
husband. In addition, my school age children are disrupted in their classrooms all day, every day. This
severely impacts the teacher’s ability to communicate with the children and subsequently cuts down on
the time available during the schoo! day for actual leaming to take place. It is impossible for anyone to
be heard over the noise of the planes, classroom activity must stop and order must be restored once
the distuptive plane has moved far enough away. This does not even include the damage to our home
from vibration caused by the aircraft or interruptions in telephone calls, leisure time activities such as
listening to music or watching television, or the dirt and dust which is left behind for all of us to breath
and clean off every surface in our homes and yards every time an aircraft takes off. These flights along
with all the other local industries and activities are harming our lives and the lives of every person, plant
and animal in our neighborhoods.

In this time of increased awareness and attention on education, increasing health issues and increasing
health care costs and the cost of living in general, it is mandatory that every impact of expansion of the
afrport and all other industries and activities be analyzed with specific data from the entire Long Beach
area. A single project examined in isolation is not sufficient to understand the impact on life in our
neighborhoods. Looking at other cities or areas and making generalized assumptions about the impact
on Long Beach and its neighbors is not adequate. No where else is there the combined effect of the
airport, the harbor and shipping activity and associated ground transportation along with all the industry.
Extrapolating from existing data accumulated in past years of lower activity is also not adequate. We
must take the time to do a complete and specific cumulative impact study before anything else is even
proposed. The residents of the City of Long Beach and the officials making the decisions to expand the
airport facilities must have access to data showing the impact of a full flight schedule with the current
flight limits as well as the maximum potential of all proposed development. This study must include the
impact to the environment as well as sociological evaluations on the quality of life and the impact on

property values

Rather than benefiting Long Beach as some misguided, short sighted individuals might wish us all to
believe, expansion at the airport of any kind is simply a recipe for disaster! With expansion of even the
ground facilities at the airport we face increased air and noise pollution, not fo mention our ground
water and what this would do to our property values. Expansion of ground facilities will only lead to
expansion of the number of flights allowed at the airport and the opening of the current flight times to
allow eartier and later take offs and landings. If the desire of the City of Long Beach is to drive out high
quality neighborhoods and destroy the communities that surround the Long Beach airport, then by all
means continue with expansion and do not consider the long term effects. The city will be left with
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worthless slums and increased crime as good citizens are driven out of the area by the loss of quality of
life and property.

i thank you for your fime and consideration of my input and request that you demand a current,
compete and cumulative impact study for the benefit of the City of Long Beach and all of its residents
and neighbors. We must know the total cost of any expansion before we proceed, not just the doliar

cost of the construction itself.

Sincerely,

Sandra Van Wyk 0
Cc: R. Gabelich, LBHUSH2
Raoh Webb, Long Beach City Council



October 15, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Planning & Building
333 West Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

I live in the 3900 block of Bixby Heights, within one mile of the take off
runway of the airport. I have lived there for 15 years. Ihave coexisted
with the airport quite nicely for the first 10 of those years. I've always

felt that an occasional plane overhead was no big deal. Ieven liked
looking up and seeing them pass overhead. But what was an occasional
disruption and a point of interest for me has now furned into a constant
birrage and assault upon me and my family. Let me tell you what the past
five years and most markedly the past 2 years have been like:

Flights have increased in number and volume to the point of making my
family's life unhealthy. We are startled and jolted out of a sound sleep

by jet engines as early at 6am and 2am in the morming. We cannot hold a
conversation INSIDE our home when a plane flies overhead because the sound
1s so deafening it drowns out everything and I mean everything, not even
the loudest yell at the top of my voice can be heard! The vibrations

literally shake every window and door. Forget any backyard parties or
BBQ's, no social activity can be had with jet noise interruptions,

literally minutes apart, constantly all day long. Phone conversations

have to be halted every time a plane flies overhead. TV viewing is
impossible. Forget trying to sleep in on a Saturday or Sunday morming.
The airport sends out a series of planes just minutes apart beginning at

7am sharp. Some mornings as many as 5 or 6 planes in a row all within the
first 1/2 hour!

To say this is unsettling is a gross understatement. Imagine someone
following you around all day long, startling you by creeping up behind you
and screeming BOO! in your ear every 5 to 10 minutes. The minute you fall
asleep, BOO!, the minute you get on the phone and try to have a
conversation, BOO!, the plot climax of your favorite TV show 1s about to
be reavealed, BOO!, your kids are finally asleep, BOO! You are in the
middle of dinner, BOO! Now take that visual image and multiply it by 10,
that's our life. I bet the maximum legal decibel level of a heavy metal

rock concert is lower than the loud jets that fly overhead every day.

Now, let me talk about the health aspects. While I'm sure none of this can
be directly linked to airplanes or the frequency of low flying aircraft, I
would like to mention them. Our home is constantly dusty, our patio
chairs and BBQ are splattered with fine mists of "jet fuel?" or some other
oily substances. Ihave to take allergy medication every day because my
skin breaks out in welts from some unknown irritant. This is a condition
that I have never had before 5 years ago. I have a constant "post nasal




drip” from some unknown irritation in my throat and nasal passages. I've
seen an allergist and an ear, nose and throat doctor, the cause of the
irritations cannot be determined. So I take allergy medication to relieve
the sypmtoms.

Well now, how about property values? How can I sell our house? Who would

want to live under these conditions? What do you tell prospective buyers?
"Oh, don't worry about the jet noise, you'll get used to it. You won't

even notice it in a few months." Baloney! If they don't notice it, it

will be because they've gone deaf! How do you show your home? Try to

figure out what time of day the air traffic is the lightest so you can

"squeeze" in a prospective buyer?

Don't get me wrong. I'm not a plane hater. Ilove planes and military
aircraft. My husband, son and I, go to air shows and air museums
regularly. Ienjoyed living close to the airpert, 10 years age. How can
we roll back time so that we get back to a kindler, gentler era? When the
airport respected the rights of those living in its path and residents
looked up with awe at the technology that could make a man fly?

We need to find a happy medium where respect for families and homeowners
takes precedent over flight schedules. As far as I can see, the airport,

airlines and our elected representatives could care less. Greed and money
have taken over. It is obvioius to me that no matter how many times I

call to complain to the airport, the situation just gets worse. When Jet

Blue's fines for late and loud flights are turned into "donations" to the

city libraries for which they are commended, I need to make some noise of
my own.

That's why I am writing this letter. Please do not increase flights at
Long Beach airport.

Signed
Bixby Heights Homeowner of 15 years
P.S. Realizing that you won't take an annonymous letter seriously, I will

identify myself to you, but I do NOT want my name made public, published,
reproduced or used in any way. Thank you. Suzanne Helak

CC.
ANGELA REYNOLDS, . |
PLANNING & BUILDING 333 W. OCEAN BLVD. LONG BEACH 90802




1845 N. College Circle
Long Beach CA 90815
Oct. 11, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental officer

Planning and Building Department
City Hall

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

The Oct. 11 meeting on the Draft EIR for Long Beach airport expansion meeting
was the first airport meeting I attended. After listening one hour I became so upset that I
left. IfTtried the same scheme at work, I would be fired. If T scheduled a three-hour
meeting to present my analysis results but told my audience I didn’t intend to answer
questions at the meeting, and if they had concerns they could write to me, and I did not
need to respond, or they could come back during lunch hour next day, I would lose my
job. The officials running the meeting Saturday constantly reminded the audience that
questions could only be raised and answered the following Thursday evening. But
people need to work on Thursday. Attending a meeting on a Thursday evening is just
not convenient for me. I don’t need to sit through three hours listening what the city is
doing. T can read about that. I simply cannot believe the way Long Beach city officials
treated its taxpayers.

It is clear to me after the meeting that the city officials have made up their minds.
As with our famous cracker box apartments, citizen’s concerns against airport expansion
are on the way to be trashed.

The city and Jet Blue have used a survey to show most residents approve of
airport expansion. However, the recently cancelled ShoreFest told a different story.
When the beachfront residents found out there would be loud air shows over their heads
and massive traffic in their neighborhood, they angrily reacted. What other residents say
is that you can expand the airport but don’t try to bring airplanes over their heads. The
city should never sacrifice one neighborhood for the benefit of other areas, as they
apparently intend to sacrifice Los Altos and Bixby Knolls to benefit downtown interests
that want a larger airport.

Many times the city has mentioned that a busy airport is essential to Long Beach’s
tourist business, However, if we conduct a citywide survey to ask residents whether fresh
ocean waves or an airport is more important to the tourist business, I am almost certain
that the answer is the fresh ocean waves. Should the city tear down the breakwater or
part of it? I say no, because some properties could be in danger. However, I am getting
more and more frustrated to find out the pro-business group, whose majority live on the
beach front, is making a quick move to sacrifice my neighborhood for their benefit.



I have seen how central Long Beach has turned out. The City Hall is using the
same arguments now, but from different people. When the cracker box apartments
started, the housing market was booming. There were no immediate bad impacts in most
neighbors’ property values. However, starting from early 90s, with the real estate market
went down, the cracker box neighborhoods became high-crime areas. What I am
concerned is that when the next cycle comes, many neighborhoods around the airport will
be the next victims. Does that help the city?

We have been told that the flight numbers will be kept the same. But everyone
knows there is no guarantee that airlines will not sue Long Beach in the future. The
agreement on flight limits did not stop American Airline from threatening the city. After
Orange County residents have voted down an El Toro airport, sooner or later airlines will
force Long Beach to have more flights. Jet Blue currently does not have enough
airplanes to expand. Ten years later the story will be different. Airlines have no interests
in our neighborhood’s stability. We need to protect it.

So my bottom line is that in the future if airlines sue Long Beach, what are we
going to do? Without the airport expansion, they are here anyway. Why should we
provide them more reasons to sue us? Because there will be no El Toro airport, airlines
will just continue to push more flights when the economy turns around. Are the city hall
officials so eager to turn our neighborhoods into another Inglewood?

Sincerely,

St

Eric Sun



October 21, 2003

Angela Reynolds,

Environmental Office, Planning and Building
333 W Ocean Blvd

Long Beach Ca 90802

Office of Planning and Building,

Living in the path of the airport, noise interruptions are a common occurrence. Talking
on the phone outside I often have to pause until the airplanes are out of range.
Conversations are also interrupted due to airport noise.

I know the government promised the people if the airport was built it wouldn’t become a
commercial airport; well the government has failed to keep its promise to the people.
Now the people are forced to endure the noise. The airplane wakes me every morning.
And have wakened me really early in the morning and late at night. The airport disrupts
my sleep.

The consistent irritations presented by the airport from occur day and night, interrupting
listening to the radio, TV conversations with neighbors to just taking a nap. The roars are
often deafening.

Airport expansion would only increase the frequency of the events.
I want this information placed into the EIR.

Sincerely  _# .
s Pl
Gary Févello

904 Cartagena

Long Beach Ca 90807
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DONALD J. BERNARD

Laong Beach, California 20807

Heame numbesr: 562-424-1147
diberpar@aoloom

Qctober 11, 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Boulevard

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

The purpose of this letter is to express my concemn over the Long Bech Airport terminal area
improvements. *

On Saturday, October 11, 2003, my wife and I attended a2 meeting at The Long Beach Energy
Department regarding the above issue. At this meeting, the andience was told verbal comments
would not be officially recorded, and if we wished to express our concerns, we needed to
communicate via the written word.

I have been living in the California Heights area since 1975, and have watched the area grow
beyond what the environment can endure. With the expansion/improvements of the airport, I can
only anticipiate the quality of life deterorating more, and the property values in and around
Californis Heights falling.

At this time, flights leave the airport at 0700 hours and the last flight leaves after 2200 hours.
Needless to say, sleep deprivation is at a high level in the Bernardini household due to the noise
levels of the airplanes. Also, the amount of traffic on Carson is trememdous — causing us fo alter
our lives. If you expand/improve the airport, please imagine the number of cars, the air polution,
noise levels, etc., in or around my working class neighborhood.

Also, I understand that methane gas is an issue around the Long Beach Airport, which has my
family and I highy concerned.

1 pray that you and the City of Long Beach care about the neighborhoods around the airport. Life
issues are at stake with the airport expansion, and I wish to remind my city leaders that
neighborhoods like mine are not to be taken lightly.

Should you have any questions, please calt me or my wife, Kathryn Bernardini, at the above
number,

Sincerely,
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To: Ms Angela Reynolds
City of Long Beach,
Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, CA 90802

Thursday, October 16, 2003

From: Patrick J Mulligan
3829 Weston Place,
Long Beach, CA 90807

Re: EIR for the proposed expansion

As part of the EIR for the airport expansion, accurate measurements should be taken of
the noise levels and chemical pollution caused by the planes taking off and landing at
Long Beach airport. Current methods measure pollutant and noise levels at a few
monitoring stations situated around the airport and interpolate the results to determine
those levels over the airport and the surrounding homes. This is not an accurate method
of recording this vital information and is subject to interpretation. Landing and take off
patterns vary dramatically during the day and I recently heard testimony at the Long
Beach City council that indicates that many Long Beach pilots are aware of the location
of the existing monitors and attempt to direct their flights away from them,

The resuits of the noise and pollution studies will be the backbone of the EIR and as such
should be accurate and not subject to statistical interpretation. The number of monitoring
stations should be increased dramatically and should be set up in a grid pattern around the
airport to measure the real world conditions experienced by the homeowners and
businesses that are in proximity to the airport. This format will also reduce inaccuracies
caused by faulty equipment and will reduce the possibility that planes could avoid the
monitors to skew the results.

12821 Western Avenue, Suife L, Garden Grove, CA 92847 « (800) 988-6519 Tel = (714) 899-3440 Tel » (714) 899-3442 Fax



October 19, 2003

Dear Ms. Reynolds,

I was born in Long Beach in 1938, graduated from Wilson High and attended Long Beach City
College. After seven years in the military service, I went to work for the Douglas Aircraft
Company/McDonnell Douglas/Boeing and retired from that company in 1998. I have owned a
home in the immediate airport vicinity since 1985 and currently live just to the northwest of the
airport.

Historically, the Long Beach Airport, specifically Douglas Aircraft Company, has been a good
thing for the citizens of Long Beach. Qur young men and women, including those without the
benefit of a college education, could go to work in aerospace and make a good living. They were
able to support a family, buy homes and educate their children. The demise of aerospace
employment opportunity in Long Beach is a matter of record and will cease to exist with the end
of the C-17 and 717 programs.

My neighborhood, as are most of the neighborhoods surrounding the airport, is a great place to
live. It is well maintained, safe, diverse and friendly. We have good schools and concerned and
caring citizens. The only significant drawback to living where we do is noise pollution.

Most, and I would like to think all of us, moved into our homes aware of the airport and noise
from aircraft. Sadly, the level and frequency of noise continues to get worse and worse. Most of
the people I know that rent hangar or tic down space at the airport do not live in Long Beach. All
too many of the people that own and/or fly on private jet aircraft do not respect the noise and
flight hour restrictions. The paltry fines imposed upon violators is little more than they tip the
limo driver for the ride to the airport. American Airlines past and current attitude regarding our
airport and its’ regulations is a classic example of corporate America’s disdain for the “little
people”. And sadly, it seems Jet Blue is getting caught up in the “maximum profits at any i:o_st”
mentality and we are letting them get away with it. o

I am sitting here typing this at ten minutes after seven on a Sunday morning listening to one jet
aircraft after another roar over my home. I am very much opposed to airport expansion. I will
spend as much time and money as I can defending my neighborhood against those that would
expose us to their noise pollution for no other reason than their personal selﬁshness and greed.

Donald W. Earl
3909 Gaviota Ave
. - Long Beach, CA 90807._—3739_

(562) 424-8128

R
t



Jon Welte

3700 E. Ocean Blvd. #5
Long Beach, CA 90803
18 October 2003

(562) 621-0310

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
City of Long Beach

333 West Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds,
I wish to comment on the Airport Terminal Improvement Project at Long Beach Airport.

As a Long Beach resident and frequent business traveler, LGB is my airport of choice.
The terminal is only 10 minutes by surface street from my Belmont Shore home, and is the
closest airport to my Huntington Beach office. At best LAX is forty minutes from my’
home, easily an hour if there is congestion on the 405 Freeway. Checking in at LAX and
negotiating security takes at least twice as long, and departures spend far longer waiting
their turn to take off compared to uncrowded LGB.

I fully support the initiative to update and modernize the terminal facilities at LGB.
Although the temporary structures erected to support America West, American, Horizon
and JetBlue have worked, they do not represent a permanent solution for an airport
expected to see more than 3 million passengers annually in the near future.

Furthermore, I believe the city should consider renegotiating its current noise allocation
ordinance with the FAA and the airlines to reduce the number of commuter slots allowed
(currently 25) and increase the number of full-sized jet slots available (currently 41). The
airlines have shown a preference for flying large jets into LGB, and some of today’s
modern regional jets exceed the 75,000 Ibs weight limit for regional aircraft that is part of
the existing agreement at LGB. With today’s quieter jet transports such as the A320 and
CRJ900 being operated at LGB, I suspect that 51 full-size and 10 commuter slots at LGB
would have less noise impact on the community than 41 full-size and 25 commuter slots
created a decade ago, and would also serve the airlines and citizens of Long Beach better.

Regarding the airport’s impact on the community, I lived in Bixby Knolls several years
ago during WinAir’s operations at LGB and am aware of the noise impact on that
neighborhood, as well as on the Los Altos area where I grew up and where my parents
live today. However, I have found the noise impact of commercial aircraft in these areas
pales in comparison to the volume of unwanted noise Ocean Blvd. produces in Belmont



Shore. The airport serves and important function in our community and I often travel on
planes out of LGB; the motorcycles cruising past my home offer no such redeeming
qualities to me as I am not a biker.

Finally, it has been argued that traffic along Lakewood Blvd. and surrounding areas
generated by 3 million passengers using LGB each year will have a negative impact on
both the air quality, traffic and noise level in the surrounding community. Clearly those
passengers will have to pass through East Long Beach to reach the airport, and the impact
of this activity should be understood as the airport is improved. However, were
commercial flights to be stopped entirely at LGB the majority of those passengers would
choose another airport. Many would pass through Long Beach enroute to LAX, and in
most cases they would have to travel farther {(and through worse traffic) to reach whatever
airport they selected.

In my case, if LGB were unavailable I would shift about 10 business and leisure trips per
year to LAX and/or SNA. I usually have a friend or relative drop me at the airport, so my
air travel may include up to 20 vehicle roundtrips to and from each airport (2 per flight).
Without allowing for traffic, 20 vehicle roundtrips from my home to LGB (about 5 miles
one-way) will cause about 200 miles to be driven, burning about 10 gallons of gasoline
within the City of Long Beach and contributing proportionately to local air pollution.

In contrast, 20 vehicle roundtrips from my home to either LAX or SNA (some 35 miles
each way) will involve about 1,400 miles to be driven, burning about 70 gallons of
gasoline with the accompanying increase in pollution. Granted, not all of these emissions
will be released in Long Beach, but Southern California’s air pollution is a regional and
not local issue and there is no question that driving to the more distant airport has a
greater impact on both traffic and emissions.

Not all LGB passengers derive such an environmental benefit from using the local airport
especially if they park at the airport instead of taking rides from friends, relatives or taxis.
However, most LGB passengers choose it for its closeness and convenience, and it seems
likely that removing commercial flights from LGB or limiting its development on
environmental grounds is more likely to increase regional traffic and air pollution.

z

Again, as a Long Beach resident I fully support the improvement of the Long Beach
Airport terminal to better support current flights and possible future flights allowed under
the city’s agreement with the FAA and airlines. Thank you for allowing this forum for
feedback on such an important local issue.

Sincerely,

2
é&x;

Jon Welte
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: _smaller planes that rent out spaces from th _1_rport These are. often more ofa nulsance.- .
han the larger Jets because they fly so. much;lower and therefore cause more dally nmse S

: -I am adamantly agams any further constructlon to expand the Long Beach alrport

. Not only will the proposed expansion decrease the value of my house it wﬂl severely

e '-f;-"'d1sturb the mhabltaii of this lovely nelghborhood

- ’.:Thanks you for your conSIderatlon
M. and Mrs: Daryl Stegall"’

o }3529 Myrtle Avenue:..

Long Beach' CA. 90807




2415 Stearnlee Ave.
Long Beach, CA 50815
October 6, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
333 West Ocean Blvd.
Long beach, CA 90802

To whom it may concern,

I 'am writing at this time to ask "why" for airport expansion. I have lived under the flight
pattern for the last 28 years. The community and the airport seemed to have been able to
get along fairly well over these years. 1 was aware of the airpert use when I purchased
my home and was OK with the use of it. This was prior to extensive use of it by
commercial airlines.

As a group of concerned residents, could we not put our thinking caps on and come up
with some "other ways" to generate revenue for the city that will not include the
destruction of a community. Yes, indeed there appears to be a market for increased °
flights and a wonderful opportunity to raise additional funds for the city. This would be
wonderful for all of the Orange County residents, who dream of the convenience of LB
without the hardship of the airport noise, pollution, and decreased quality of life.,

I would like to be able to get needed rest when I have the opportunity not on a schedule
when there may not by any flights overhead, excluding military landings occasionally.

I would really like to be able to speak on the telephone without interruption. Maybe even
enjoy my backyard without having to concern myself with what my drop from the plane
besides all of the oil spots on the yard.

I and the citizens of this community beg the supporters for airport expansion to hear our
plea for maintaining a quality of life that is livable for us in this community. The added
health issues as well, the increased asthma and loss of hearing from the excess noise.

This airport seems to be quite beneficial to the private aircraft who use it. We have two
major airports very near to LB.

I do feel that the losses that will occur will far outweigh any gains to be seen with
expansion of the airport.

Due to the fact that I am disabled and unable to attend this meeting, it is my hope that this
letter will be recognized.
Sincerely,

bgrt A. Gingras

) @}wg\m



QOctober 12, 2003

Angela Reynolds
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building
B3 W. Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA. 90802

Ms. Reynolds:

I am writing in regards to the Expansion of the Long Beach Airport. 1live directly under the airline takeoff
pattern. When we purchased our home in 1968, yes we knew the airlines and airport were there but there
was not so many and the airport was not supposed to expand as it has. Bixby Knolls is one of the nicer
parts of Long Beach but the airplane noise and dirt has diminished its beauty, serenity, security etc.

I'have great grandchildren who visit me and at times the noise is so loud they run into the house or to an
adult's arms for security. Many telephone conversations are put on "hold" for a few minutes while a jet is
taking off because of level of noise. The televisions sound volume is above normal when a jet is overhead
and just general conversation in our home is halted for moments at a time because of the noise yet the noise
is only one concern. The safety is the big issue. Our window sills, patio furniture etc. is covered in a black
greasy substance - that substance being jet fuel and if it is on our windows and furniture WE ARE
BREATHING IT. Ifeel the city has just been lucky so far that a tragedy has not occurred with debris
falling or heaven forbids an airplane accident. I know how many "near misses" have occurred that the
public is not aware of because of our mayor's objections to that knowledge "getting out". A cumulative
impact study MUST be done for the citizens living in Long Beach, not standardized data but community
specific data.

The noise level has certainly increased in recent months since the take off pattern has changed and more
flights allowed, and now with upgrade construction in the works the jets will have a shorter runway to take
off on thus making it much more dangerous for us on the ground and those passengers using the airlines. A
tragedy just waiting to happen. Please don't let this happen!

Out of compassion for your fellow citizens, if nothing else, consider the requests of those of us most
affected by the airplanes, large and small, and every other citizen in Long Beach, we are afl in danger in
many varicus ways.

Doris N. Greene
3981 Falcon Ave.
Long Beach, CA> 90807

cc: R, Gabelich



October 10, 2003

Att: Angels Rencolds

If there is any doubt about the adverse impact over active airport
traffic has on surrounding neighborhoods spend several hours near
LekioX.. Thoe noise ie deafening and the jet fuel residue covers the
area like fine shnow, not to mention the traffic congestion.

I live in the Cal Heights area, my white house needs yearly washing
and new painting every five years ( airport soot ) If you continue
to book additional flights the only eption is to paint the house
battie snip grey.

Mayor Bo.O.. will be all for this project it will give her new
back=-ground for her dzily photo shoots. Perhaps if you provided
her with = pony she could pose at every tree planting, and curb
painting site in town, and sign autegraphs. Can we recall her?

NG ON AIR TRAFFIC BXPANSION

NAME WITHHELD TO
PROTECT THE TRUTHFUL
CITIZEN



Donald A Carr
3862 Marron Ave
Long Beach, Ca 90807
October 13" 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds, Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

City of Long Beach,

333 West Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, Ca 90802

Dear Ms Reynolds,
SUBJECT: Airport Facility Improvements

I am writing to you to express my complete and total dissatisfaction with the
present Notice of Preparation that currently exists for Long Beach Airport
Improvements.

1O _WIT: The NOP is significantly flawed as it lacks complete EIR
studies regarding Human Health Hazards.

SPECIFICALLY: I demand the EIR Study include a Human Health
Risk Assessment with mitigation measures that comply with Regional and
Federal Clean Air Standards.

FURTHER: Turge the City Council to vote no on Terminal




October 14, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer, Planning and Building
333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, Ca. 90802

Subject: Input to the EIR, Airport Terminal Expansion

I am requesting that the following items be addressed in the EIR for the expansion of the
Long Beach Airport Terminal.

1. In the late 1970°s the American Lung Association of Los Angeles County, did a study
of the respiratory conditions of long time residence in the Cal Hights/Bixby Knolls area.
They had a Mobile Lung Research Laboratory set up in the parking ot of Hughes Middle
School where the testing was performed. In 1983 the study was repeated and the same
persons were re-evaluated. The test results showed “the presence of a chronic lung
condition” and/or “Spirometry ... less than what is considered “normal” for your age and
size” in a large portion of the participants. This is a major study that showed that this
area is already severely impacted with air pollution.

Please include this study in the EIR, as any additional air pollution generated by the
expansion of the airport and terminal will be on top of the already documented pollution
and will only increase the respiratory problems in this area.

2. As a native to Cal Hights/Bixby Knolls I have witnessed an increase in dust, dirt or
Particulate Matter. We spend most afternoons or early evenings outside on our deck.
Before we do, we always clean off the patio table. Over the last couple of years we have
noticed that the white paper towels we use to clean off the table picks up a lot of black
particles, even if it was cleaned the precious day. We are concerned that the black
particles are the Diesel PM generated by the aircraft going over our house.

We are requesting that a study be undertaken to sample, identify and quantify the black
particles. Sampling points should be under the flight path (such as at the noise
monitoring station between Rose and Gardenia, just below Marshall Place) and other
places both close to the flight path. Monitoring stations away from the airport should
also be included to determine if it is an airport specific problem.

Thank you for including these issues in the EIR.

Stephen Davis Copy to: LBHUSH?2
1801 Marshall Place P. O Box 19061
Long Beach, CA. 90807 Long Beach, Ca. 90807

(562) 424-2739



M/M CHARLES O. CUNNINGHAM

3928 Olive Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807-3522
Telephone: 562-424-3166
E-mail: mrgrumpy3928@yahoo.com

14 October 2003

Ms. Angela Reynolds,
Environmental Officer
Planning and Building

333 W. Ocean Blvd.

Long Beach, California 90802

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

We are seriously concerned about any increase over the present 41 daily
flights at the Long Beach Airport. Each day we are subjected to many
takeoffs between 7 and 8 a.m., causing us not to be able to rest, use the
telephone, or even carry on a conversation during the noise of each flight.
Our house is virtually under the take-off pattern because of the immediate
climbing turn to the west required to prevent interference with traffic into
LAX.

It is our understanding that noise measurement data from 2002 are to be
used to estimate current noise levels. We cannot understand this since
there has been most of a complete year of 41-flights-per-day experience in
this year already. It is a principle of statistics that extensive data are more
reliable than extrapolation, since no assumptions must be made. We believe
that a full year of experience should be used to determine whether more
flights can be added without further deterioration of the environment.

OQur family already lives with cancer, hypertension, and heart disease. We
are concerned that any further boost in our daily stress could worsen our
conditions. We believe that "community specific" data should be used when it
comes to air quality or added toxic emissions. Long Beach is already in a
severely impacted air quality area, from our port, refineries and other
industries, the freeways, and our current airport traffic. We are rated by
Scorecard, <www.scorecard.com>, among the dirtiest 10% of areas in the
nation for our air quality already. We certainly do not need further
degradation of our environment.



We ask for a cumulative impact study, based on current informations and
the best projections of future developments.

Very sincerely yours, ///{‘// /ﬁzﬂ“’/ L and

Charles 0. Cunnin ham

CtliniQ, Ll

Catherine J. Q’unmngham

Copy to R Gabelich
PO Box 19061
Long Beach CA 90807



Angela Reynolds, Planning and Building
333 W Ocean Blvd.
Long Beach, CA 90802

Ms. Reynolds:

This letter is to make you aware of my family’s feelings regarding the
proposed airport expansion. While | understand the city’s desire to
develop a commercial tax base and promote business and commerce, |
must tell you that as a resident, | feel that the noise level is at the maximum
tolerable level.

| am a police officer, who works a swing shift, and my wife teaches school.
| go to bed at about three am, and the wave of flights starting promptly at
seven o’clock jars me from my sleep in the worst way. The flights continue
one after another for about a half of an hour, then | am able to go back to
sleep. My wife grades her papers, then attempts to go to bed at about 9
pm. She is awakened several times before the 11 o’clock cutoff.

On the days | am off and able to spend time at home, | can tell you that as |
hear a plane reading for takeoff, my stress level increases. | know that
minutes [ater, the peace of my neighborhood will be shattered by a plane.
Some days are worse than others, especially in the summer when windows
are open, or we are frying to enjoy the backyard. When we are on the
phone, we must have the other party hold as the plane passes overhead.

Additionally, I have noticed the breakdown of the finish of the paint on both
of our automobiles, which | feel is due to the exhaust by-products from the
jets. This same residue coats our barbeque, hot tub, plants, and patio
furniture.

| can tell you without reservation that an expansion of airport facilities,
which leads to the addition of flights, will negatively impact my family’s
quality of life. If you have any doubts, | urge you to spend a day in any of
the neighborhoods bounding the take off area of the airport. See how hard
it is to relax while waiting to hear the next plane coming down the runway.
Hear how the C«17 shakes the windows and doors, and sets off the car
alarms as it flies over.



Another issue we have is the fact that it is my understanding that the noise
levels which will be used for the environmental impact study will be from
2002. Why would a current study be conducted, utilizing both air quality
and noise measurements from current flight patterns and planes? | know
that the number of flights has increased drastically in the recent past, and |
know | see new types of planes flying over my house. The air quality is
already impacted by the refineries near the airport, the two freeways near
this area, one of which is heavily traveled by large trucks, coming from the
Ports of Long Beach and L.os Angeles. Please, conduct current studies
regarding noise and air quality so that an informed decision can be made.

I enjoy my house and am happy living in Long Beach. Even with the planes
at current levels, | can and will deal with the issues. However, | feel the
noise is at an absolute maximum now. | will be attending the upcoming
scoping meetings, however | wanted to let you know how my family feels
about this issue, as | anticipate the meetings to be very emotionally
charged and busy. It must be realized that the residents in my
neighborhood foresee dropping property values, leading to a mass exodus
of quality residents. This, too, will affect the LLong Beach economy.

Please, | urge you to not expand the airport. Bigger is not necessarily
better,

Sincerely,
Jasdr a‘ d Sara u[};!is
PO Box 4001

Culver City, CA 90231



NORMA ANN DAWSON
4155 Keever Avenue
Long Beach, California 90807-3014
562-997-9245 telephone
562-997-0995 facsimile

October 1, 2003

Angela Reynolds

Environmental Officer

City of Long Beach

Planning and Building

333 West Ocean Boulevard
Long Beach, Caliifornia 90802

Re: Long Beach Airport
Enviromental Impact Review

Dear Ms. Reynolds:

This letter is in response to the City of Long Beach’s notice of
preparation for the environmental impact report required by state
law . before the City embarks on a series of “improvement”
projects at Long Beach Airport.

Please ensure that the City includes in its analysis
consideration of the recent study by Russell Rosenberg, Ph.D.,
director of the Northside Hospital Sleep Medicine Institute in
Atlanta. That study of 1,700 adults living in Berlin found that
residents exposed to average nighttime noise greater than 55
decibels are twice as likely to have high blood pressure as those
who contend with 50 decibels or less.

As I am sure you are aware, the ingress and egress flight paths
for Long Beach Airport are over residential areas and schools
with young children and employed adults whose sleep hours
conflict with the current permitted flight times. Please ensure
that the health and well-being of both our City’s children and
their parents is preserved, protected and maintained.

Sincerely,

WWW%\

Norma Ann Dawson
NAD:hrs:101
cec: LBHUSHZ
The Press Telegram
The Signal
View From The Hill
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Clyde M. Spencer

2100 Faust Avenue

Long Beach, California 90815-3303
(562) 596-6482

TO:  City Officials and others

F/}i,c/,w,g;/£5>_ O G JFe D2

ﬁ/\/Zy 5/7/:’7 oL Ay D

J(//ﬁﬁ:/t,///:.-;&/t, Lore /6/(/}-‘; L= aﬁ//y: a//é.’/éf Yo y--r s} /"W?EM
Wrens seipdld Riapon’ cess toF Y /o,é,éc:z_r 7"3‘49/,(/0,,49,”,2

RE: Long Beach Municipal Airport Expansion

Dear:/d,(/?m«/zfé /?é‘/,é/p‘@(}: —~

I called staff writer Felix Sanchez of the Long Beach Press Telegram recently to comment about
his lack of reporting the citizens concerns about expansion of and increase of commercial flights
at the Long Beach Municipal Airport. This includes physical structures, runways, lighting,
parking, etc. He called Thursday April 4, 2002 and asked to interview me over the phone and an
article was to appear in Monday’s Business Section on April 8, 2002. T agreed. What a mistake.
We talked about twenty minutes — He only reported about where I lived and noise levels and
even misquoted me about American Airlines and their share of slots. They have no slots coming
period.

What I did talk about was the peoples’ will and the three times proposed expansion and building
of another 10,000 feet of runway was soundly defeated at the polls.

To keep McDonald Douglas in Long Beach, we reluctantly voted to extend the diagonal runway.
The citizens expressed concerns that this would open the door for further commercial expansion.
All the “Brass” downtown pooh-poohed the idea saying it would never happen, even though
plans were drawn up for a second long runway. This was kept secret for fear of blowing the
whole deal. I know first hand working in the construction division of Long Beach Gas
Department a lot of our facilities would have to be relocated or abandoned.

Besides what I talked about above, I briefly talked about shopping centers, both ends of diag.
runway schools and churches, relocation of infrastructure, roads, pumping stations, drainage
ditches, the Pyramid at Long Beach State University, 7,000 souls, 2 % miles of end of diag.
runway, FAA rules regarding a 6,000 foot X 2 2 mile buffer zone off of any commercial
runway, lost tax base — when peoples homes of 30 to 40 years are bought up (the city can not
repair streets as it is).



People in surrounding areas would soon Jearn there would be a heavy price to pay for
convenience and cheap flights. Anyone that is inclined to can find out that the air corridor in
Southern California is the most congested in the West Coast. We have had plenty of air mishaps
in and around Long Beach Municipal Air Port. Albeit, most have been private or military
aircraft (again, I have had first hand knowledge, being on emergency call for Long Beach Gas
Department).

Talk about safety — once these air lines get a foot in the door, watch out. It will be grow — grow
— grow.

] think most will agree we are long over due for a location that will handle another hub or
international airport. There are many municipal airports in the area. None are being considered
because there is no 10,000-foot runway.

A full-blown airport and a bedroom community will not mix: one or the other. Common sense
yoters have spoken three times. Look what El Toro voters have in store for them.

Most of what I’ve stated can be found in the files at City Hall, City Attorney, Press Telegram,
and plenty of other attorney’s offices.

Bottom line, no body at City Hall can or wants to be at City Hall will talk about the airport and
safety. Its just money — money — money, and none of it will go to the taxpayer anyway.

What should, but will probably never happen is to go back to an open City Council election
where we vote for everyone. They represent the entire city, why shouldn’t all voters have a say
in their elections? If we don’t like what they are doing, it is out the door. No term limits needed.
Mayor elected from the council, money saved could go toward a full time council, saving even
more with smaller office staff.

I thank you for your time. It would be nice to receive an acknowledgement of receiving this
letter.

Sincerely,

Clyde M. Spencer

enclosure
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